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Dear Mr. Jordan:

Please find enclosed the Statement of Designation of Counsel of the undersigned to
repreaent Respnodent, Our Country Deserves Better PAC / TeaPartyExpress.org in the above-
referenced Matter Under Review.

Simply put, there is no evidence of a coordinated public communication in the instant
case. The Complainant, the Republican Party of Delaware (“Complainant™), has alleged that
Respondent’s public solicitations for its PAC somehow exceed(ed) the contribution limits under the
law. However, Respondent’s solicitations referenced in the Complaint, as clearly seen from the
exhibits attached to the Complaint, were all within the statuatory limits for contributions to
Respondent. As a federal multi-candidate committee, Respondent is permitted to solicit and receive
up tu $5,000 from an Individual Guring a calendar year. See 11 C.F.R. §110.1(d). That is exactly
whot the Resyondent did. At mo time s Rempondent ame solivited more timan $5,000 frum an
individual dumor, mor is there any evidence fumdshed by the Campiabumt to demamsimth such a
solieitatien. And these is furitier s evidemnse titat Rpspentiest ever raseisesd more than $5,000 flnsa
any individual doner. That friformatium is all a mutter of puhlic recors on the Respondent’s filings
posted on the FEC’s wehsite. Ses Lttn:/query nigtysa.com/ogi-hin/fecimg/? C00454074.

Thus, the allegation that Respondent solicited or received excessive contributions is
groundless. Further, Respondent has ntver made a contribution 7o Friemds of Christine O’Dorinell,
the principal authorized comrtiutee of Christine O’Dousneil, Republican nominee for the United
Staoes Semmte from Deluware. Rospomiest has aaile imdepandent enpenditeses in support of
Christine O’Donnell and / or in opposition to her primary opponent Mike Castle. There is nothing in
the law that precludes Rexpandent from spliciting eoniriintions for fhe purposes of makiag
indepasdent axpenditures. Compiriment’s esaeriions ttx the cosdrary are witheut any foctual basis
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Complainant filed this complaint as a political ploy because Respondent disagreed
with the Republican Party of Delaware’s public endorsement and finsncial support of one of the
Republican candidates before the primary in Delaware.

Howevur, the #nly evidemce of “coordination” cited by Complainant is a surprise
appearance by candidate Christine O’Donnell at an event sponsored by Respondent, at which Ms.
O’Donnell appeared wittiout the advance knowledye of the Respondent and publi¢ly thanksd
Respenedeent for its sugport af her candidacy. Her other remads were el davoted to bar plnifurm es a
candidate. Such a tacgnntial public appearasce by the omdidate at an avest iveld tp iobilize
grassroots support for the O’ Donnell candidacy where the ouly comments were to thank the
organizers hardly eonstitutes a ‘request, behest, suggestion’ that the Respondent make the
expenditures it had already determined to.make in support of its endorsement of the O'Donnell
candidacy. There are no facts to substantiate any ‘closed door meetings’ between O’Donnell and
Respondent, as alleged by Complainant, because there were none. There have never been any
meetings or conversations between O’Donnell or persons from her cawrpaign and Respondent, other
than the public appearance by O’Doanell ut the Respondent’s svent. That single public appearance
doss not contituts material involvenzent vy the O’Doanell campaign with Respundein; thore have
been no suhshatinl discussinmms botwam the O'Doneelt conprign and Respondent regardim; ety of
Respondent’s activities.

Simply put, the Complaint is groundless and lacks any substantiating factual
information because no facts exist that would constitute a coordinated public communication. The
Complaint is wholly without merit and must be dismissed.

Please contant me at (202) 295-4081 should you wish ndditional information. Thank
you. :

Sincerely, .

Uy Pacdety
Cleta Mitchell, Esq., Counsel

Our Country Deserves Better PAC/

TeaPartyExpress.org

cc:  Betty Presley, Treasurer
Our Country Deserves Better PAC
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STATEMENT OF DESIGNATION OF COUNSEL ?’_ ~
88 O |G} KESDONGaNUEAUY I N
FAR(202) 2103028
MUR# _6371
NAME OF OOUNSEL: ___ Clets Mitchell, Esg.
FIRM: Eoley & lardner LLP

AODRESS:_1000 X Screet, NV, Sujite 600, Washington, DC_20007 _

TELEPHONE- OFFIOE (.202)__295-4081

PAX(202)  672-3399

The abave-named individual and/or firm is hereby designated as my counee) and Is
authorized Lo receive any notifications and other communications from the Commission and
to act on my hehalf before the Commission.

%_-_m:‘o Betty Premley:
ate

Tremsurer
Responav 81 ‘

Titio(Vraouswrer/Candidate/Owner)

MAMED RESPONDENT: _our Country Dessrves Becger PAC/TesPartyExpress.org

MAILYSE ADDRESS: 30151 JThomas Strees
(Please Print)

Rancho Santa Margarica, CA 92608

TELEPHOMNS: HOME

BUSINESS ( 949 ) 858-7448
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